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AGENDA 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) 

Date:          Thursday, October 23, 2025 

Time:         6:00 p.m. 

Location:    
Burlingame Community Center 
850 Burlingame Avenue 
Burlingame, CA, 94070 

Teleconference Location 
(Alternate Public Access): 
3049 Page Street 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Join by Zoom Meeting: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87362024773?pwd=ZXN1
eFlyY3p4MHMvVWROeUJId1VPUT09 

Zoom Meeting ID: 873 6202 4773 

Password: 894749 

Join by Phone: (669) 900-6833 

***HYBRID MEETING - IN-PERSON AND BY VIDEOCONFERENCE*** 

This meeting of the C/CAG BPAC will be held in person and by teleconference. Members of the 
public will be able to participate in the meeting remotely via the Zoom platform or in person at the 
location above. The Board welcomes comments, including criticism, about the policies, procedures, 
programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or omissions of the Board and committees. 
Speakers shall not disrupt, disturb, or otherwise impede the orderly conduct of a Board meeting. For 
information regarding how to participate in the meeting, either in person or remotely, please refer to 
the instructions at the end of the agenda.  
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Call to Order Action 
(Swire) 

No materials 

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda Limited to 2 
minutes per 
speaker. 

No materials 

3. Ratify comments for the MTC Complete Streets 
Checklists from the City of San Carlos and San 
Mateo County for State Transportation Improvement 
Program projects, and from SamTrans for the 
Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network 

Action 
(Shiramizu) Pages 1-5

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87362024773?pwd=ZXN1eFlyY3p4MHMvVWROeUJId1VPUT09
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87362024773?pwd=ZXN1eFlyY3p4MHMvVWROeUJId1VPUT09
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Optimization Working Group Program. 

4. Approval of the minutes from the July 24, 2025 and
September 25, 2025 Meetings.

Action 
(Swire) 

5. Nominations and Elections of the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee Chairperson and
Vice-Chairperson.

Action 
(Shiramizu) 

6. Review and approval of the 2026 Committee Meeting
Calendar.

Action 
(Shiramizu) 

7. Receive a presentation from the San Mateo County
Transportation Authority on the US 101 San Mateo
County Crossing Improvement Plan.

Information 
(Shiramizu) 

8. Receive an update on the Transportation
Development Act Article 3 Call for Projects.

Information 
(Shiramizu) 

9. Member Communications Information 
(Swire) 

No materials 

10. Adjournment. Information 
(Swire) 

No materials 

The next regularly scheduled BPAC meeting will be on January 22, 2026. 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Future potential discussion topics: 

a. County Sheriff’s Office Update on Online Incident Reporting System

PUBLIC NOTICING:  All notices of C/CAG regular BPAC meetings, standing committee meetings, and 
special meetings will be posted at the San Mateo County Court Yard, 555 County Center, Redwood City, 
CA, and on C/CAG’s website at: http://www.ccag.ca.gov.  

PUBLIC RECORDS:  Public records that relate to any item on the open session agenda for a regular 
BPAC meeting, standing committee meeting, or special meeting are available for public inspection.  Those 
public records that are distributed less than 72 hours prior to a regular meeting are available for public 
inspection at the same time they are distributed to all members, or a majority of the members, of the 
Committee. The BPAC has designated the City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
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(C/CAG), located at 555 County Center, 5th Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063, for the purpose of making 
public records available for inspection.  Such public records are also available on C/CAG’s website at: 
http://www.ccag.ca.gov. Please note that C/CAG’s office is temporarily closed to the public; please contact 
Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org for inspection of public records.  

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING VIDEOCONFERENCE MEETINGS: Persons with disabilities 
who require auxiliary aids or services to participate in this meeting should contact Audrey Shiramizu at 
ashiramizu@smcgov.org, five working days prior to the meeting date. 

ADA REQUESTS: Persons with disabilities who require auxiliary aids or services to participate in this 
meeting should contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org by 10:00 a.m. prior to the meeting 
date. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING HYBRID MEETINGS: During hybrid meetings of the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, members of the public may address the Committee as 
follows: 

Written comments should be emailed in advance of the meeting. Please read the following instructions 
carefully: 

1. Your written comment should be emailed to ashiramizu@smcgov.org.
2. Your email should include the specific agenda item on which you are commenting or note that

your comment concerns an item that is not on the agenda.
3. Members of the public are limited to one comment per agenda item.
4. The length of the emailed comment should be commensurate with the two minutes customarily

allowed for verbal comments, which is approximately 250-300 words.
5. If your emailed comment is received at least 2 hours prior to the meeting, it will be provided to the

C/CAG BPAC members and made publicly available on the C/CAG website along with the
agenda. We cannot guarantee that emails received less than 2 hours before the meeting will be
made publicly available on the C/CAG website prior to the meeting, but such emails will be
included in the administrative record of the meeting.

Spoken comments will be accepted during the meeting in person and through Zoom. Public comments will 
be taken first by speakers in person, followed by via Zoom. Please read the following instructions carefully: 

*In-person participation:
1. If you wish to speak to the C/CAG BPAC, please fill out a speaker’s slip placed by the entrance of

the meeting room. If you have anything that you wish distributed to the Committee and included
in the official record, please hand it to the C/CAG staff who will distribute the information to the
Committee members and staff.

*Remote participation:
Spoken comments will be accepted during the meeting through Zoom. Please read the following 
instructions carefully: 

1. The C/CAG BPAC meeting may be accessed through Zoom at the online location indicated at the
top of this agenda.

2. You may download the Zoom client or connect to the meeting using an internet browser. If using
your browser, make sure you are using a current, up-to-date browser: Chrome 30+, Firefox 27+,
Microsoft Edge 12+, Safari 7+. Certain functionality may be disabled in older browsers including

mailto:ashiramizu@smcgov.org
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Internet Explorer. 
3. You will be asked to enter an email address and name. We request that you identify yourself by

your name as this will be visible online and will be used to notify you that it is your turn to speak. 
4. When C/CAG Staff or Co-Chairs call for the item on which you wish to speak, click on “raise

hand.” Staff will activate and unmute speakers in turn. Speakers will be notified shortly before 
they are called on to speak.  If calling in via phone, press *9 to raise your hand and when called 
upon press *6 to unmute. 

5. When called, please limit your remarks to the time allotted.

If you have any questions about this agenda, please contact C/CAG staff:  
Transportation Program Specialist:  Audrey Shiramizu (ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 

mailto:ashiramizu@smcgov.org


ITEM 3

C/CAG AGENDA REPORT

Date: October 23, 2025 

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 

From: Audrey Shiramizu, Senior Transportation Program Specialist 

Subject: Ratify comments for the MTC Complete Streets Checklists from the City of San Carlos 
and San Mateo County for State Transportation Improvement Program projects, and 
from SamTrans for the Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network Optimization 
Working Group Program. 

        (For more information, please contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee ratify comments for the MTC Complete 
Streets Checklists from the City of San Carlos and San Mateo County for State Transportation 
Improvement Program projects, and from SamTrans for the Countywide Transit Signal Priority – 
Network Optimization Working Group Program. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no direct fiscal impact to C/CAG at this time. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

The City of San Carlos and San Mateo County projects would be funded by the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). The SamTrans project would be funded by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) Innovative Deployments to Enhance Arterials Transit Signal 
Priority (IDEA TSP) program.  

BACKGROUND 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Complete Streets Policy 

In 2022, MTC adopted Resolution 4493, which formed its Complete Streets Policy (Policy). The 
goal of MTC’s Policy is to promote the development of transportation facilities that accommodate 
all modes (walking, biking, rolling, driving, and taking transit). Project sponsors applying for 
regional discretionary transportation funding, or seeking endorsement from MTC, with a total 
project cost of $250,000 or more, are required to submit a Complete Streets Checklist. The checklists 
are then reviewed by the County Transportation Agency’s (CTA) Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee (BPAC). C/CAG is San Mateo County’s CTA, and comments from the C/CAG BPAC 
will be considered and incorporated as part of the submittal to MTC.   

At the September 25, 2025 BPAC meeting, the Committee received presentations from the City of 
San Carlos, the County of San Mateo, and SamTrans on their projects. The full Complete Streets 
Checklists and more information about the projects can be found in the September 25, 2025 BPAC 
packet. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

At the meeting, the Committee provided comments and feedback. Due to lack of quorum, the 
Committee was unable to vote to confirm review and receipt of the three Complete Streets 
checklists. On October 3, 2025, staff emailed a summary of the comments received at the September 
meeting to the Committee and project sponsors. Staff provided the Committee an opportunity to 
provide any final comments on the Checklists prior to finalizing and sending to project sponsors. All 
comments were due October 10, 2025.  

At the October 23, 2025 BPAC meeting, staff is recommending the Committee ratify the comments 
for the three MTC Complete Streets checklists. The project sponsors will not be present to take any 
additional comments or questions at the meeting.  

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

STIP projects aims to ensure that funded projects benefit all users and address disparities in access 
and quality of transportation services. These two projects include active transportation improvements 
to provide more diverse and equitable transportation options.  

The IDEA TSP Program focuses on providing transit signal priority on arterials in the Bay Area to 
make transit faster and more reliable. Transit Signal Priority on arterials improves transit travel time 
and reliability while minimizing impacts to general traffic, by modifying the signal timing to favor 
transit only when a transit vehicle is present. When transit is given priority, buses can transport more 
people to destinations in a less stressful, less polluting, and less costly manner than private vehicles. 
Faster and more reliable bus service also helps address some of the inequities in the current 
transportation system.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Summary of Committee comments on the MTC Complete Streets Checklists from the City of
San Carlos and San Mateo County for State Transportation Improvement Program projects,
and from SamTrans for the Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network Optimization
Working Group Program
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BPAC Comments on Complete Streets Checklists - September 25, 2025 

US 101/Holly Street Interchange Improvements and Overcrossing Project (City of San 
Carlos) 

Patrick S.: Is this project on Holly similar to the project on Ralston/101? How will bikes come 
over and how will they land? 
Hanieh H. (San Carlos): This will connect on both sides. The 2019 design was to land on Holly 
and connect to Skyway Road. However, the design will still need to go through Caltrans 
approval.  

Matthew S.: When riding, I prefer to get from East San Carlos to get to the Caltrain station, 
because it is a slower street and riding on Holly is unpleasant. Is it possible to make that the 
landing point rather than Industrial and Holly?  

Mike S.: There was someone killed at this intersection. This project is a great response by the 
City. 

Stephen R: Holly/Industry is a busy intersection. Agree that East San Carlos makes more sense 
from a safety perspective.  

Matthew S.: Will there be room for bike lanes on the Holly St overcrossing? 
Hanieh H.: Not considered at this time, but maybe in partnership with the TA next year. This 
project will take several years to come to fruition. City plans to move the bike lanes to edges in 
the short term. For the long term, no bike facilities are anticipated for the Holly crossing.  

Isabella C: Suggest that separated infrastructure is prioritized and done first, otherwise delaying 
has real world effects. Agrees with East San Carlos and prefers wide, protected bike lanes and 
sidewalks and narrow lanes for cars, and traffic calming. Prioritizing safety over throughput. 
Skyway ends in a sharrow. Asked if there is any way to improve the passage. 

Rich H: How funded is this project? 
Sean C.: The project is in process of securing funding now. The C/CAG Board may vote in 
Oct/Nov to adopt the STIP, which includes funding programmed for this project. The project 
already sailed through the TAC and CMEQ committees. City is also applying for TA funding. 

Hanieh H.: The city does have to update the design to meet current standards. There will be 
tweaks but not an overhaul.   
Patrick S.: Will this come back to BPAC for review? 
Sean C.: No. City is in the process of getting current cost estimates. If the design does not 
change, the CS checklist will not return to the BPAC for review. 

ATTACHMENT 1
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Hanieh H.: The medium-term option is funded by City and TA. Hoping to start Q1 2026. 

Angela H.: Can the city do something quickly, like paint lanes green? 
Hanieh H.: The medium term will include separated bike lanes.   

Moss Beach State Route 1 Congestion & Safety Improvements Project (Unincorporated 
San Mateo County, San Mateo County Transportation Authority) 

Desiree T.: The Carlos St connection would come later. It seems like a great connection for 
residents and school children.  
Chanda S. (County): We are actively pursuing next steps on that street. Couldn’t include on this 
project due to Carlos Street being outside of Caltrans right-of-way and following Caltrans 
process for the SR 1 improvements.  

Mary B.: Happy to see improvements on Highway 1. 

Matt S.: Agree. Seems we are approaching critical mass to connect community. Is there an 
improved connection between Moss Beach and Montara? How? Across bridge?  
Chanda S.: The project is largely within the Caltrans right-of-way and includes a pedestrian 
connection from about SR 1  / Carlos Street to SR 1 / 14th. The separate project to pursue a new 
path on Carlos St would connect to the Moss Beach Project limits. 

Stephen R.: What was the intersection that could have roundabouts? 
Chanda S.: Cypress Ave and California Ave intersections are considering signal or roundabout. 
16th is not feasible.  

Isabella C.: Loves the project. Noted that roundabouts have better safety outcomes than signals 
for traffic calming.  

Mike S.: There are 14-16 mi of bike facilities. What are the classes? 
Chanda S.: There are currently none on Hwy 1 in this area. Caltrans has a separate SHOPP 
project, with construction starting in Oct. which will repave and restripe Hwy 1 from the 
southern project limit through Half Moon Bay. This will add class 2 bike lanes in both directions. 
7.3 miles, so 14.6 total lane miles of Class 2 bike lanes added by Caltrans. This project adds 
about 1.1 miles (2.2 lane miles) of Class 2 and some Class 1 path. 

Patrick S.: Are there any studies on safety between automobile and bikes on roundabouts? 
Chanda S.: Not sure about studies. Caltrans has a new process that requires all projects to study 
roundabouts since they have safety benefits.  
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Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network Optimization Working Group Program 
(SamTrans) 

Stephen R.: What is the projected cost? When will we get full details of where you will put full 
technology in? 
Daniel S. (SamTrans): Those are outcomes we expect to get from this project. 

Mike S.: Can we see cost estimates for future checklists? 
Sean C.: That is not required for review of Complete Streets Checklists. The project sponsors are 
requesting technical feedback. The projects are generally preliminary and still in design 
phase/study. 

Angela H.: Suggest starting the process by identifying all information and then sending requests 
to vendors. 

Stephen R.: Suggest baking the proposal more before going out to vendors. Will these projects 
come back to BPAC? 
Sean C.: If they do not change, probably not. You may see the project in a different forum down 
the line.  

Desiree T.: Why are four bus routes called out in the checklist? 
Daniel S.: Those are our most frequent routes. They are starting points to determine how to 
prioritize TSP in the county.  

Sean C.: There are a few ongoing projects happening on El Camino Real, including SamTrans’ 
Grand Boulevard Initiative (GBI) Study and C/CAG’s San Bruno-Millbrae ECR study. These 
studies may look at tradeoffs and how TSP may impact.  

Mike S.: Are there impacts on pedestrian wait time at the signals? 
Daniel S.: SamTrans passengers are also pedestrians. It is in our best interest not to negatively 
impact the pedestrian experience.   
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ITEM 4 

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 

Meeting Minutes 

July 24, 2025 

1. Call to Order

Chair Swire called the meeting to order at 6:01 PM. 

Name Agency Jan 

2025 

Mar 

2025 

May 

2025 

July 

2025 

Public 

Matthew Self County of San Mateo X 

Malcolm Robinson San Bruno X X 

Alan Uy – Vice Chair Daly City X X X 

Angela Hey Portola Valley X X X 

Justin Yuen South San Francisco X X X 

Mike Swire - Chair San Mateo X X X 

Jean Yang Redwood City X* X 

Elected 

Flor Nicolas South San Francisco X† X X† 

Mary Bier Pacifica X X X 

Patrick Sullivan Foster City X X X 

Desiree Thayer Burlingame X† X X X 

Stephen Rainaldi Millbrae X* X X 

Isabella Chu Redwood City X†* X† 

Paul Nagengast Half Moon Bay X* X 

Greg Wright Pacifica X* X 

†Attended meeting online via Assembly Bill 2449. 

*First meeting.

C/CAG Staff present: Audrey Shiramizu, Kaki Cheung, Jeff Lacap, Sophia Palacio.   

Guest(s): Emanuel Washington, Ahmad Haya (City of Millbrae), Armando Mora (City of 

Millbrae), Ann Schneider, and others in attendance.  

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda
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Emanuel Washington from the Redwood Shores Cycling Meetup commented on the 

upcoming Civilized Century event found on civilizedcentury.com. 

3. Approval of the Minutes from the May 22, 2025 Meeting

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu noted that Member Nicolas was incorrectly marked as absent 

at the May 22, 2025 meeting. Staff noted that when voting for approval of the meeting 

minutes, the May 22 minutes will include the correct participation list.  

There were no public comments on the minutes. 

Motion: Member Wright motioned to approve the minutes. Member Rainaldi seconded the 

motion. Member Yuen abstained. All other members in attendance voted to approve. The 

motion passed. 

4. Review and consider City of Millbrae’s request for reallocated Transportation

Development Act Article 3 Funds for the Murchison Drive Project

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu introduced the Transportation Development Article 3, or TDA 

Article 3 project fund reallocation request made by the City of Millbrae to construct Millbrae’s 

portion of the Murchison Drive Bicycle Improvements Project. Ahmad Haya from the City of 

Millbrae presented the project updates and reasoning for the $100,000 fund reallocation 

request. After discussion, staff requested the committee make a motion to recommend approval 

of the fund reallocation. 

Member Rainaldi commented that on Murchison Drive, Mills High School and Spring Valley 

Elementary School do not have Safe Routes to School (SRTS). He also noted that Murchison 

Drive is indistinguishable between cities, so both Millbrae and Burlingame will benefit from 

the project. 

Member Chu asked why the design team chose an unprotected bicycle lane, given that the 

primary risk for cyclists is being hit by cars. Ahmad noted that line-of-sight was the main factor 

in project design and a protected bicycle lane is one of the alternate plans. He also noted that 

the bicycle lane classifies as a Class IV Buffer Bike Lane and Millbrae wanted to keep the 

street consistent to the existing bike lanes. Member Chu also asked if removing parking was 

considered to ensure lines of sight were created. Ahmad confirmed that parking was a 

consideration. Member Chu commented that bicycle infrastructure design should not be in 

direct competition with car storage and would prefer to see a parking-protected bicycle lane. 

She emphasized that cyclists need to be prioritized over cars. 

Member Wright asked how many driveways are along the project corridor and how cars exiting 

from driveways influenced the design. Ahmad noted that there are a few commercial and 

apartment driveways and that staff considered the multi-family units. Member Rainaldi noted 

that cars will not need to edge out further into the street with the current design plan. 

Members Uy and Wright asked how the original Burlingame project compares to the current 
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plan. Ahmad noted that Millbrae wants to proceed quickly, and it is more cost-effective to 

construct both sides of Murchison at one time. Member Wright asked if the construction cost 

would be reduced by doing both Millbrae and Burlingame’s sides at one time. Ahmad noted 

that staff cannot guarantee a reduction, but the plan is less disruptive to the community by 

completing it at one time. He also noted that Millbrae and Burlingame will split the $500k 

budget to give a $250k budget responsibility to each city. C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu 

commented that the original project did not include Murchison and only had one side of 

Murchison included. 

Member Uy asked if any other grant applications could have been funded instead during the 

previous call for projects when Burlingame was awarded funding (FY 2022/23). C/CAG 

Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that there were no other requests for the funds and that 

Millbrae was ranked next in line to be funded in FY 2022/23. 

Public member Ann Schneider commented that Millbrae did not include community outreach 

and that the bicycle lane plan is a compromise between Burlingame and Millbrae. 

Motion: Member Wright motioned to recommend approval of request for reallocated 

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 3 Funds from the Burlingame Murchison 

Drive, Trousdale Drive, and Davis Drive Bicycle Route Improvement Project. Member 

Nagengast seconded the motion. All members in attendance voted to approve. The motion 

passed. 

5. Review and discuss a potential combined Call for Projects for Transportation

Development Act Article 3 and One Bay Area Grant 4 funds

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu introduced a draft proposal for a combined Transportation 

Development Article 3 (TDA Article 3) and One Bay Area Grant 4 (OBAG 4) call for 

projects. C/CAG staff Jeff Lacap presented the proposed Call for Projects schedule. 

Member Sullivan asked what the factors are for fund distribution and if the bicycle mileage 

to the population ratio could be compared as a logical factor. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki 

Cheung noted that the fund distribution and allocation process must be competitive. 

Members Wright and Nagengast asked how this may impact the Committee’s responsibilities 

and how would it impact smaller cities. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that the 

decision still resides within the C/CAG Board, and the combined Call for Projects aims to 

improve efficiencies for applicants by combining the application and reduce administrative 

burden. She also noted that for OBAG 4, the review committee will evaluate and make a 

recommendation to the Board, which will ultimately go to the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC) for final approval.  

Chair Swire asked if the Board or the Committee will conduct the evaluation for TDA 3. 

C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that in this proposal, the evaluation committee 

may be made up of a small number of members from this committee, other committees, and 
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other potentially other agencies or groups. She noted that in the past, applicants have 

presented their applications to this Committee and that process could carry over. 

Member Wright asked if the combined application is an absolute decision or if the committee 

still has a say. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that staff planned to try the 

combined application process and discuss if the committee wants to revert to separate 

applications in the future. 

Chair Swire asked if staff could combine the applications and keep the same evaluation 

committee. 

Members Hey and Sullivan noted that if applicants fill out one joint application, C/CAG may 

be less likely to get two projects from a jurisdiction. Member Hey suggested an online county 

grant management portal or software for streamlining. 

Member Chu noted that software could save time and reduce duplicate work by allowing 

auto-population and small changes. She noted that may reduce confusion for applicants. 

Member Yuen asked if a city would still be able to choose which funding source to apply for, 

or if the applicant review will recommend or award specific funds. Member Yuen also noted 

that with more federal challenges with environmental work and processes, applicants may 

prefer a locally sourced grant. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that the specifics 

have not been planned out yet, but cities would be able to identify and submit which grant 

they would like. 

Member Wright asked if projects could be bundled together with different funds. C/CAG 

staff Jeff Lacap noted that there are opportunities for collaborations under OBAG within 

close-range jurisdictions. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that OBAG includes a 

wider variety of projects, while TDA includes only bicycle and pedestrian projects. 

Member Rainaldi asked if all groups and communities will be represented if a 3-person 

subcommittee change is made. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung asked if a 4-person 

BPAC panel would be better with a geographic representation that the committee chooses. 

Member Rainaldi asked how much time the combined application would save. C/CAG 

Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that the C/CAG team is small and applications take time 

to process. 

Member Wright asked how the evaluation committee was determined for OBAG 3. Jeff 

noted that staff wanted a wide variety of evaluators. The evaluation committee included 

members from BPAC, C/CAG Committee, Commute.org, and other external agency 

partners.  

Member Thayer asked about the evaluation committee selection. C/CAG Deputy Director 

Kaki Cheung noted that in the past, for OBAG 3 the committee decided who would represent 

BPAC. The Board does not select the evaluators. 
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Public member Ann Schneider asked if staff are recommending that the team of evaluators 

under TDA 3 would look like OBAG 3. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung confirmed 

yes. Ann noted that BPAC members would have reduced knowledge and the loss of 

knowledge could disadvantage smaller cities. 

Member Wright commented that he understood the effort to reduce application and staff 

administrative burden, but has issues with the review changes. 

Member Uy asked what voice BPAC would have if the joint evaluation committee were to 

move forward, and what next steps would be for the committee to provide input on the 

applications. C/CAG Deputy Director Kaki Cheung noted that today’s item was for 

discussion and that staff has noted today’s recommendations for moving forward.  

Member Chu noted that she agrees with the effort to improve application aspects such as 

modifications or a portal, but is less supportive of a subcommittee evaluation.  

Chair Swire noted the overall BPAC opposition for changes to the evaluation and review 

process. He also noted that the loss in geographic variety and those with different traveling 

methods would not have as much experience and empathy as this committee. 

6. Member Communications

Member Hey noted that Portola Valley Bicycle and Pedestrian Traffic Safety Committee 

approved a draft of their local road safety plan.  

Member Sullivan emphasized road safety and commented that he asked the Foster City Parks 

and Recreation Director to post e-bike qualifications and speed limits on levies.  

Member Rainaldi noted that he would like to see more e-bike information and legality of 

electric motorbikes versus electric bicycles.  

Chair Swire noted that the San Mateo Police Department made a great presentation on e-bikes 

with state rules and regulations. He suggested that the BPAC could organize a distributable 

version for the county. 

Chair Swire noted that the City of San Mateo is considering removing the Humboldt Street 

bicycle lanes but also noted that it is an extremely dangerous street. He commented that 

jurisdictions should be aware of police data errors with crash reports. 

Member Sullivan asked if the DMV Handbook has a section for e-bikes and if that could be 

included within the book. He also commented on the need to emphasize that cyclists must 

follow rules and take responsibility for safety on the roads along with drivers. 

Member Chu noted that she enjoys bulbouts as an avid walker and noted that advocacy for 

road design is to avoid bicycle and pedestrian confrontation. She wanted to know what 

infrastructure types protect both parties. 
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7. Adjournment

Chair Swire adjourned the meeting at 7:38 PM. 
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ITEM 4 

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 
Meeting Minutes 

September 25, 2025 

1. Call to Order

Chair Swire called the meeting to order at 6:09 PM. 

Name Agency Jan 
2025 

Mar 
2025 

May 
2025 

July 
2025 

Sep 
2025 

Public 

Matthew Self County of San Mateo X X 
Malcolm Robinson San Bruno X X 
Alan Uy – Vice 
Chair Daly City X X X 

Angela Hey Portola Valley X X X X 

Justin Yuen South San Francisco X X X 

Mike Swire - Chair San Mateo X X X X 

Jean Yang Redwood City X* X X 
Elected 

Flor Nicolas South San Francisco X† X X† X† 

Mary Bier Pacifica X X X X 

Patrick Sullivan Foster City X X X X 

Desiree Thayer Burlingame X† X X X X 

Stephen Rainaldi Millbrae X* X X X 

Isabella Chu Redwood City X†* X† 

Paul Nagengast Half Moon Bay X* X 

Greg Wright Pacifica X* X X† 
†Attended meeting online via Assembly Bill 2449. 

*First meeting.

Noted: Member Nicholas attended the meeting online via Assembly Bill 2449 for the first hour 
only. Member Chu attended the meeting as a public member online. 

C/CAG Staff present: Audrey Shiramizu, Kaki Cheung, Jeff Lacap, Sophia Palacio, Eva Gaye 
(online).   

Guest(s): Chanda Singh (County of San Mateo), Hanieh Houshmandi (City of San Carlos), 
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Daniel Shockley (SamTrans), Nick Yee (SamTrans), and others in attendance. 

2. Public comment on items not on the agenda

Public Member Rich Hedges commented on the 19th Avenue and Fashion Island bicycle
lanes project and asked for support from the Committee and C/CAG. He shared the benefits
including transportation connectivity, safety, and benefits for schoolchildren. Chair Swire
noted his support for the project.

3. Approval of the Minutes from the July 24, 2025 Meeting

The Committee did not have quorum to vote. C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier
noted that the Minutes cannot be approved without a quorum.

4. Review and confirm receipt of MTC Complete Streets Checklists from the City of San
Carlos and San Mateo County for State Transportation Improvement Program projects.

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu introduced the MTC Complete Streets Checklist from the City
of San Carlos for State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funding. Hanieh
Houshmandi from the City of San Carlos presented the US 101 Holly Street Interchange
Project overview and shared the STIP application request. Hanieh shared the key elements of
the project, highlighting the fund use for design, environmental updates, and construction
purposes.

Member Sullivan asked if the project on Holly Street is similar to the project on Ralston and
US101. He also asked how bicycles will travel over US101 and how they will land. Hanieh
noted that the project will connect to both sides, with the 2019 design to land on Holly and
connect to Skyway Road. However, the design will still need to go through Caltrans approval.

Member Self noted that when riding a bicycle, he prefers to get from East San Carlos to the
Caltrain station because it is a slower street and riding on Holly is unpleasant. He asked if it is
possible to make that the landing point rather than Industrial and Holly.

Chair Swire noted that someone was killed at this intersection, and this project is a great
response by the city.

Member Rainaldi noted that Holly and Industrial is a busy intersection and agreed that East
San Carlos makes more sense from a safety perspective.

Member Self asked if there will be room for bike lanes on the Holly Street overcrossing.
Hanieh noted that bike lanes are not considered at this time but are a possibility with a
partnership with the Transportation Authority (TA) next year. She noted that this project will
take several years to come to fruition, and the City of San Carlos plans to move the bike lanes
to edges in the short term. For the long term, no bike facilities are anticipated for the Holly
Street crossing.
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Member Chu suggested that separate infrastructure is prioritized and completed first, otherwise 
delaying has real-world effects. She agreed with the East San Carlos suggestion, preferring 
wide, protected bike lanes and sidewalks and narrow lanes for cars, and traffic calming 
measures. She emphasized prioritizing safety over throughput, as Skyway ends in a sharrow. 
She asked if there is any way to improve the passage. 

Public Member Rich Hedges asked how the project is funded. C/CAG Executive Director Sean 
Charpentier noted that the project is in the process of securing funding now, and the C/CAG 
Board may vote in October or November to adopt the STIP, which includes funding 
programmed for this project. He also noted that the project already sailed through the TAC and 
CMEQ committees, and the City of San Carlos is also applying for TA funding.  

Hanieh noted that the City does have to update the design to meet current standards, and there 
will be tweaks but not an overhaul.  

Member Sullivan asked if the project would come back to the BPAC for review. C/CAG 
Executive Director Sean Charpentier noted that it would not return and the City is in the process 
of getting current cost estimates. If the design does not change, the Complete Streets Checklist 
will not return to the BPAC for review. 

Hanieh noted that the medium-term option is funded by the City and the TA and is hoping to 
start Q1 2026. 

Member Hey asked if the City of San Carlos can implement something quickly, like paint the 
lanes green. Hanieh noted that the medium term will include separate bike lanes. 

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu introduced the MTC Complete Streets Checklist from San 
Mateo County for State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funding. Chanda Singh 
from the County of San Mateo presented the Moss Beach State Route 1 Congestion & Safety 
Improvements Project overview and the STIP application request. Chanda reviewed the key 
elements, including the construction of roundabouts and adding Class II bike lanes in the 
unincorporated area. 

Member Thayer noted that the Carlos Street connection would come later in the project, and it 
seems like a great connection for residents and school children. Chanda noted that staff are 
actively pursuing next steps on that street and cannot include in this project due to Carlos Street 
being outside of Caltrans right-of-way and following Caltrans process for State Route 1 
improvements. 

Member Bier noted that she is happy to see improvements on Highway 1. 

Member Self noted that he agrees and it seems we are approaching critical mass to connect 
community. He asked if there is an improved connection between Moss Beach and Montara, 
and if they connect through a bridge or other means. Chanda noted that the project is largely 
within the Caltrans right-of-way and includes a pedestrian connection from about State Route 
1 and Carlos Street to State Route 1 and 14th Street. She noted that there is a separate project 
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to pursue a new path on Carlos Street that would connect to the Moss Beach Project limits. 

Member Rainaldi asked which intersection could have roundabouts. Chanda noted that 
Cypress Avenue and California Avenue intersections are considering signal or roundabouts, 
but 16th is not feasible. 

Member Chu noted that she loves the project, and roundabouts have better safety outcomes 
than signals for traffic calming. 

Chair Swire noted that there are 14 to 16 miles of bicycle facilities and asked what the classes 
are. Chanda noted that there are currently no facilities on Highway 1 in this area, and Caltrans 
has a separate SHOPP project, with construction starting in October which will repave and 
restripe Highway 1 from the southern project limit through Half Moon Bay. She noted the 
Caltrans project will add bike lanes in both directions for 7.3 miles, for a total of 14.6 lane 
miles of Class 2 bike lanes. She also noted that this project adds about 1.1 miles, or a total of 
2.2 lane miles of Class 2 bike lanes and some Class I pathways. 

Member Sullivan asked if there are any studies on safety between automobile and bikes on 
roundabouts. Chanda noted that staff are unsure about studies, but Caltrans has a new process 
that requires all projects to study roundabouts since they have safety benefits. 

5. Review and confirm receipt of MTC Complete Streets Checklist from SamTrans for the
Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network Optimization Working Group Program.

C/CAG staff Audrey Shiramizu introduced the MTC Complete Streets Checklist for the
Countywide Transit Signal Priority – Network Optimization Working Group Program (TSP-
NOW). Daniel Shockley from SamTrans presented the TSP-NOW overview. Daniel reviewed
the TSP technology and the program overview, including the existing implementation within
San Mateo County and the TSP-NOW Project approach and objectives.

Member Rainaldi asked what the projected cost is and when the full details will be released
including locations where TSP technology will be implemented. Daniel noted that the answers
are outcomes expected to be produced from this project.

Chair Swire asked if the committee could see cost estimates for future checklists. C/CAG
Executive Director Sean Charpentier noted that it is not required for review of Complete
Streets Checklists, and the project sponsors are requesting technical feedback. The projects are
generally preliminary and still in the design phases or studies.

Member Hey suggested starting the process by identifying all information and then sending
requests to vendors.

Member Rainaldi suggested working on the proposal more before approaching vendors. He
asked if these projects would return to the BPAC. C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier
noted that if the project does not change, then the BPAC would not see this again, but may be
seen in a different forum in the future.
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Member Thayer asked why there are four bus routes highlighted in the checklist. Daniel noted 
that the bus routes included are the most frequent routes and are starting points to determine 
how to prioritize TSP in the county. 

C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier noted that there are a few ongoing projects 
happening on EL Camino Real, including SamTrans’ Grand Boulevard Initiative (GBI) Study 
and C/CAG’s San Bruno-Millbrae El Camino Real study. These studies may look at tradeoffs 
and how TSP impacts. 

Chair Swire asked if there are impacts on pedestrian wait times at the signals. Daniel noted 
that SamTrans passengers are also pedestrians, and it is in the best interest to not negatively 
impact the pedestrian experience. 

6. Nominations and Elections of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson.

C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier noted that the committee cannot act due to the
lack of quorum and the item will be moved to the next BPAC meeting.

7. Member Communications

Member Rainaldi noted that he attended the excellent Safe Routes to School (SRTS) event
recently and was attended by the Millbrae School District Superintendent Hickey and Principal
Kerry Dees from Green Hills Elementary School. He noted that the City of Millbrae is
reviewing their projects to attempt grant funding. He emphasized an educational piece on e-
bikes and information on e-bike safety available for parents on the SRTS website.

Member Thayer noted that she is on the Commute.org Board and their program with the Silicon
Valley Bike Coalition is looking for cities to host an indoor or outdoor bicycle training session.
She asked members to contact her or Silicon Valley Bike Coalition directly.

Member Self noted that he missed the previous BPAC meeting because he was in Bogota,
Colombia, which had an exceptional bus rapid transit (BRT) system for the city of 12 million
people.

Member Yang noted that Chair Swire updated her about two car crashes in Redwood City in
the last few weeks where a car struck a child in front of a school and a car fatally hit a woman.
She noted that Chair Swire suggested discussing what actions can be taken and that the lack of
crosswalks is a safety issue.

Member Bier noted that her community has many discussions about e-bikes, and the Park,
Beach, and Recreation Commission will conduct research around the topic to bring to City
Council. She also noted that the Pacifica Bike Park is looking for funding for a pump track.
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C/CAG Executive Director Sean Charpentier noted that at the next C/CAG Board meeting, 
there will be a State Transportation Improvement Projects (STIP) approval recommendation 
that includes the projects presented today and $10,000,000 for El Camino Real improvements 
in Colma which includes a significant bicycle and pedestrian component. He noted that the 
Board will also review the $100,000 TDA 3 transfer from Burlingame to Millbrae for the 
Murchison bike lanes project. He noted that last year, staff applied for funds to begin 
implementation of the Countywide Vision Zero Local Roads and Safety Plan and the Safe 
Streets for All Grant, and staff just signed the grant agreement. He stated that C/CAG is aware 
of the e-bike discussion. He anticipated including a chapter or section within the countywide 
update of the bike and ped plan, but now staff are looking to front-load that analysis instead.  

Member Wright thanked Member Bier for speaking about the bike park and he could share a 
three-dimensional video of the project with anyone who is interested. 

Chair Swire addressed his comments from the September Committee meeting, noting that he 
wants the committee to be able to speak their minds and ensure others feel comfortable doing 
so without fear. He noted that his interest in speaking out is to recap and not intended to target 
others nor create tension with individuals. He noted that the Committee should make decisions 
made on the basis of information presented and not with personal feelings.  

8. Adjournment

Chair Swire adjourned the meeting at 7:45 PM.
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: October 23, 2025 

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

From: Audrey Shiramizu, Senior Transportation Programs Specialist 

Subject: Nominations and Elections of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson. 

(For further information or questions, contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDATION  

That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee nominates and elects a Chairperson and 
Vice-Chairperson. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

None. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

N/A. 

BACKGROUND 

Each year, the Committee elects a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson to lead the Committee for 
a one-year term. There is not a term limit for each office.  

Nomination of officers is conducted at the regular Committee meeting. At the May 23, 2024 
meeting, members Mike Swire and Alan Uy were elected as the Chairperson and Vice-
Chairperson, respectively. Both candidates are eligible to continue serving in their respective 
roles, if re-elected. The Committee can also accept additional nominees from the floor.  

The election of the Chairperson shall occur prior to the election of the Vice-Chairperson. Voting 
will be conducted publicly, with a roll call vote taken for each position. Following the election, 
the Chair and Vice Chair will serve from January 2026 to January 2027.  

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Annual elections for Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson allow for different members and 
different perspectives to take leadership roles for the Committee.  

ITEM 5 
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ATTACHMENTS 
None. 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: October 23, 2025 

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

From:              Audrey Shiramizu, Senior Transportation Programs Specialist 

Subject: Review and approval of the 2026 Committee Meeting Calendar. 

(For further information, contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee reviews and approves the 2026 meeting 
calendar. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

None. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

Not applicable. 

BACKGROUND 

The proposed schedule of Committee meetings in 2026 will be as follows: 

• January 22, 2026 (approved at the October 2024 meeting)
• March 26, 2026
• May 28, 2026
• July 23, 2026
• September 24, 2026
• October 22, 2026
• January 28, 2027

Meetings currently begin at 6:00 p.m. and are hosted both in-person at the Burlingame 
Community Center and via the Zoom Webinar. Staff recommends approving the 2026 calendar. 

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

C/CAG is committed to hosting committee meetings that are accessible via in-person and online.  

ATTACHMENTS 
None. 

ITEM 6 
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: October 23, 2025 

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

From:              Audrey Shiramizu, Senior Transportation Programs Specialist 

Subject: Receive a presentation from the San Mateo County Transportation Authority on the 
US 101 San Mateo County Crossing Improvement Plan. 

(For further information, contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee receives a presentation from the San Mateo 
County Transportation Authority (TA) on the US 101 San Mateo County Crossing Improvement 
Plan. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no direct fiscal impact to C/CAG. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

The project was funded with a combination of Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning 
grant and TA Measure A interest funds. 

BACKGROUND 

As part of the 101 Corridor Connect program, the San Mateo County Transportation Authority 
(SMCTA) is developing the US 101 San Mateo County Crossing Improvement Plan (Active 
101) to improve safety and access for people walking, biking, and rolling near and across US 
101. Funded by a Caltrans grant, the Active 101 Plan first looked at previously identified active 
transportation projects within a quarter mile of US 101 that meet the plan goals of safety, 
connectivity, sustainability, and inclusivity. This was followed by two rounds of community 
engagement, which helped to inform and recommend a smaller set of priority projects to create a 
north-south active transportation corridor parallel to US 101, as well as identifying some key 
east-west crossings for active transportation. The Active 101 planning process is now completing 
the development of conceptual designs for six of the priority projects along the corridor in cities 
including South San Francisco, San Bruno, San Mateo, Belmont, Redwood City, and East Palo 
Alto. 

ITEM 7 
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Last year, the SMCTA provided an introduction of the project to the Committee. At the October 
23, 2025 BPAC meeting, the SMCTA will provide a project update. Additional information can 
be found on the TA Active 101 webpage at: https://www.smcta.com/SMCactive101.    

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Active 101 can improve transportation access and connectivity for underserved communities. US 
101 is the busiest corridor in San Mateo County. However, the freeway itself presents multiple 
types of barriers for people walking, rolling, biking, and taking transit. The Active 101 Plan aims 
to prioritize crossing and corridor improvement needs, and identify which projects will most 
effectively create safe crossings and corridors near US 101.  The TA has identified four project 
priorities which impact equity: 

1. Safety: Striving to eliminate collisions for the most vulnerable road users, including
people who walk, bike, and use mobility devices near US 101. 

2. Connectivity: Bridging critical gaps in local, countywide, and regional active
transportation networks to ensure seamless transportation. 

3. Sustainability: Providing alternative options for people to make short trips without
relying on a car, thereby promoting environmental sustainability. 

4. Inclusivity: Enhancing access for underserved communities and expanding mobility
opportunities for individuals without access to a car. 

ATTACHMENT 

1. The following attachment is available on the BPAC website (See “Additional Agenda
Materials” for the relevant BPAC Meeting) at: https://ccag.ca.gov/committees/bicycle-
and-pedestrian-advisory-committee/)

• TA Active 101 Project Presentation
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ITEM 8 

C/CAG AGENDA REPORT 

Date: October 23, 2025 

To: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

From: Audrey Shiramizu, Senior Transportation Programs Specialist  

Subject: Receive an update on the Transportation Development Act Article 3 Call for 

Projects. 

(For further information, contact Audrey Shiramizu at ashiramizu@smcgov.org) 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION

That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee receive an update on the Transportation 

Development Act Article 3 Call for Projects. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

It is expected that approximately $4.7 million will be available for the FY 2026-2028 Cycle of 

the Transportation Development Act Article 3 (TDA 3) Grant Program.  

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

TDA Art. 3 funds are derived from the following sources: 

- Local Transportation Funds (LFT), derived from a ¼ cent of the general sales tax 

collected statewide 

- State Transit Assistance Fund (STA), derived from the statewide sales tax on gasoline 

and diesel fuel. 

BACKGROUND 

TDA Article 3 

TDA Article 3 (TDA 3) funds are made available through State funds and are distributed by the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to C/CAG on a formula basis. As the program 

administrator for San Mateo County, C/CAG issues a call for project nominations for eligible 

bicycle and/or pedestrian projects within the county. Eligible applicants include the 20 cities, the 

County, and any joint powers agencies in San Mateo.  

Traditionally, C/CAG issues call for project nominations every two years. For the upcoming 

cycle, the call for projects will cover the next three years, from FY 2026 to FY 2028. This 

approach will expand the total available funding, enabling a greater number of projects to be 

implemented. It is expected that approximately $4.7 million will be available for the next cycle. 
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Call for Projects 

At the July 24, 2025 BPAC meeting, staff introduced a proposal for a combined TDA 3 and 

Cycle 4 of the One Bay Area Grant Program (OBAG 4) call for projects schedule. This was 

proposed to streamline access to transportation funding and reduce administrative burden on both 

applicants and C/CAG committees. At the meeting, Committee members discussed the 

Committee’s role in prioritizing the list of TDA-funded projects and emphasized the importance 

of maintaining direct involvement in project selection. Committee members also expressed a 

preference for the full Committee to participate in the evaluation process rather than delegating 

this responsibility to a smaller subcommittee.  In addition, members suggested exploring the use 

of online grant management programs or software to help streamline the application and review 

process.  

Upon receiving feedback and further considerations, staff will proceed with two separate calls 

for projects for TDA 3 and OBAG 4. The TDA 3 call for projects will commence before the 

OBAG 4 process. The preliminary TDA 3 schedule is provided below and is subject to change. 

• January 2026: BPAC reviews the draft TDA 3 application, scoresheet, and Call for

Projects (CFP) information packet

• February 2026: C/CAG Board review and approval of the TDA 3 CFP

• February 2026: C/CAG issues the TDA 3 CFP

• Mid-April 2026: TDA 3 applications due

• April-May 2026: BPAC reviews and evaluates applications

• May 2026: Project sponsors present at the May BPAC meeting

• July 2026: BPAC reviews and recommends the proposed TDA 3 project list

• September 2026: C/CAG Board review and approval of TDA 3 project list

• Sept./October 2026: C/CAG submits TDA 3 project award information to MTC.

EQUITY IMPACTS AND CONSIDERATIONS 

In recent years, C/CAG has worked to prioritize equity and incentivize the development of more 

TDA 3 projects in underserved areas. For example, for the FY2024-2025 cycle, staff updated the 

scoring criteria to include more points for projects located within C/CAG Equity Focus Areas 

(EFA) or MTC Equity Priority Communities (EPCs). Additionally, maximum points were 

awarded if a project was located mostly in an EFA or EPC and provided the minimum local 

match.  

In FY2024-2025, C/CAG distributed the Call for Projects to C/CAG’s new Community Based 

Organization (CBO) list. C/CAG also hosted three Community Workshop meetings on Zoom 

open to members of the public. C/CAG invited CBOs and interested members of the public to 

attend to learn more about the TDA Article 3 program, project eligibility, and to encourage 
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public members to advocate for local projects that they would like to see built or improved 

within their communities. 

ATTACHMENTS 

None. 
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